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THE AMERICAN GENERAL CONVENTION 


Chureh Unity came before. the General Convention (provinetal 
synod) of the American Episcopal Church, September 7 1@-v1a 
the reports of two commissions; an address by his Grace the 
“Archbishop of Canterbury; a Resolution on the Church of South 
India; and an attack ‘upon “joint ordinations“. The two 
commissions are.those on Ecumenical Relations (formerly 
and Order) and Approaches to Unity. 


THE NATIONAL COUNCIL. OF CHURCHES | 

The report of the Commission on Ecumenical Relations reviews 
the creation (December, 1950) of the National Council of 
Churches, U.S.A. (N.C.C.); its machinery; and participation im 
its activities by members of the Episcopal Church. The N.C.C. 
is a huge institution. To it twelve pre-existing agencies, Including 
the former Federal Council of Churches, U.S.A., have transferred 
their work, and it hasan executive Board of 125 members and 
108 working units: divisions, departments, committees. The 
report motes a grave issue in” the right ofa depart ment or division 
to publish statements or reports without first submitting them to 
and securing approval of the General Board", but asserts “¢very 
reason to believe that this can be solved’ with justice to these 
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units “‘;while making clear a distinction between such pronounce- 
ments and those of the General Board, which are supposed . . . 
to represent the view of the constituting Churches.”’ 

This optimism is premature.. The tendency of the units to issue 
Protestantizing’ pronouncements on their own initiative has 
already been manifested. But the Presiding Bishop of the 
Episcopal Church, who is also president of N.C.C., and the Episco- 
pal National Council, his administrative board, have hitherto 
shown a definite unwillingness to intervene. That the Faith and 
Order of the Episcopal Church is now being consistently, if 
indirectly, misrepresented, and that some policies of N.C.C. are 
detrimental to Anglican interests, “is evident. Moreover, our 
dioceses and parishes are being flooded with Protestant material 
and with appeals for contributions. | 
The Commission's account of activities of the World Council of 
Churches requires no réview here, except to note that “a special - 
effort is being made by the World Council to encourage the 
observance of Whitsunday as a focal point of ecumenical concern, 
with opportunity for giving to thé support of the work of the 
N.C.C. and the W.C.C. at that season.’” A Resolution appended 
to the Report calls for preséftation of * the story "’ of N.C.C. and 
W.C.C. * to ail congregations on some appropriate Sunday, if 
possible on Whitsunday, and that an offering be taken or budgetary 
. provision be made for#he support of co-operative Christian work.”’ 
Fortunately compliance rests with the parish clergy, for the 
Church calendar is in some danger from this and allied demands. 

The report of the Joint Commission on Approaches to Unity 
(the same Commission, though now with a different personnel, 
which had charge of negotiations with the Presbyterians in the 
period 1937-1946) asks no action beyond continuance of the 
Commission and an appropriation. But the Report mentions 
intensive efforts to promote “ joint study groups’’ and “ joint 
services other than celebrations of the Holy Communion’”’. It 
reviews conversations with other bodies and especially those with 
the Methodists. In this last connection the Commission has 
published * A Study ’’ showing in parallel columns the resem- 
blances between the Episcopal and the Methodist texts for Holy 
Communion, Confirmation, Ordinations, Baptism, Marriage, and 
Articles of Religion. Naturally there are marked resemblances, 
the one having been derived from the other. An Episcopal 
parson, William B. Williamson, a convert from Methodism, 
writing in the (Evangelical) Episcopal Churchnews, takes this 
periodical and the Commission to task for becoming ‘“ naively 
sanguine about a few common sympathies’’, and asks: ‘“ why 
this premature attempt ‘at intercommunion with a communion 
- weak in doctrinal orthodoxy, worship and sacramental emphasis 
and holding to a completely pragmatic policy and ecclesiastical 
philosophy? ”’ 
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The Commission announces the (coming) publication of papers 
by five of its own and four members of the parallel Methodist 
commission “ dealing with such basic considerations as the Faith, 
the Church, the Ministry and the Sacraments ” 

The Commission is predominantly Liberal (Broad Church). In 
another three, or six, years it may make some definite proposal 
for 


THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY S ADDRESS 


We turn now to the Archbishop's address to Convention, which 
has already received comment in the Church Times. The impor- 
tant passage in it is that which declares that ‘“ the tradition, the 
_ practice and the thought of most parts of the Anglican Communion 
‘accepts all baptized persons as within the Catholic Church and all 
divisions between them as divisions within that Church’’. Those 
Anglicans who do not accept this position are said to be ready to 

“forbid even what I have called ‘interpraying’’’. That all 
_validly baptized persons (but who is to determine the validity of 
the baptism?) are members of the Church Catholic by the fact 
of baptism may be conceded, but does it follow that when they 
withdraw from the fellowship of the Church into a “ pretended 
Church’ they continue so, or that their “ pretended Church "’ 
is a part of the Church Catholic? The Archbishop's statement 
gives direct encouragement to the advocates of “open com- 
munion '’, whose argument he repeats in substance. 


“JOINT ORDINATIONS 


The foregoing is believed to exhaust the list of “‘ unity ’’ matters 
directly before the Convention save for a Resolution adopted by 
both Houses commending the Church of South India, in which, 
however, the commendation is balanced by the admission that the 
i piscopal Church is not yet in communion with C.S.I., and a 
passage-at-arms over “ joint ordinations ”’ 

The late Dom Gregory Dix told an American priest that so far 
as he knew these ordinations were without precedent in the 
history of the Church. Liberal leaders in the American Episcopal 
C hurch have introduced them, and have revived and extended 

* open communion "’ (possibly an inheritance from Colonial days), 
as a flank attack against Catholic faith and order. In May, 1950, 
the Rev. Bradford Young, a priest in the diocese of New Hamp- 
shire, induced his inexperienced bishop to countenance participa- 
‘tion of sectarian ministers in the ordination of a priest. The 
example was followed by the Bishop of Southern Ohio, Hobson, 


and, not long before General Convention of.1952, by Bishop Nash 


of Massachusetts, whose diocese was host to the Convention. At 
Trinity Church, Boston, an ordinand named Romig was presented 
by the rector, Theodore’T. P. Ferris;and Romig’s father, senior 
minister of the Collegiate Church of New York City (‘ Dutch 
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Reformed was to join the priests who laid their hands 


on thé ordinand, and also to preach the ordination sermon. 
Asked for a,verification of the report of this occurrence, Bishop 
Nash admitted the facts, and said: “1 wonder-what canon was 
violated. I cannot name it.” 

At General Convention a Resolution bearing on the occurrence 
was introduced by Dr. Welles, the new bishop of West Missouri, 
and, as it did not call for concurrent action by the Deputies, was 
referred to a standing committee of nine bishops appointed to deal 
with tensions in the Church. At the same time, three. separate 
Resolutions condemning “ joint ordinations “ were introduced in 
the House of Deputies, but were later withdrawn, whether, as 
opponents say, out of fear that they would not pass, or out of 
courtesy to the House of Bishops. On the Sunday midway in the 
Convention period Bishop Nash defended himself i in a sermon in 


Trinity Church on two grounds: the “ reality ’ of non-Episcopal — 


Orders; and Christian charity toa father. He has been supported 
in an indignant letter to The Living Church by Dr. Massey Sheyp- 
herd of the Episcopal Theological Seminary in Cambridge, who 
asserts that ‘‘ Bishop Nash not only acted within the letter of the 


Church's law, but, more important, in the spirit of Christian | 


decency, good manners, and charity.” 


Hoty COMMUNION AT ECUMENICAL GATHERINGS 


There remains for notice a declaration by the Bishops, issued 
after the conclusion of a closed session of their own House, on 
Holy. Communion at Ecumenical Gatherings In this, after 
a series of reasogably conservative statements, they announce that 

There may well be times, at gatherings for a responsible 
ecumenical purpose, when a Bishop of our Church within 
whose jurisdiction the meeting occurs will decide that for 
a particular occasion am invitation may properly be issued 
to all baptized communicant members of other Churches 
present to receive the Holy Communion at our Prayer Book 


celebration. As is recognized increasingly in the higher levels. 


of the ecumenical movement, it is partic ularly important that 
on such occasions proper preparation for and interpretation 


of the sacrament shall be provided, with special emphasis on 


the note of penitence for our separation from each other. We 
are agreed that such an exception to our normal rule may 
properly be made by a Bishop in his own Diocese, where the 
géneral principles of this statement are understood. 

We recognize that there will be times at such ecumenical 
meetings when members of our Church will be invited to 
receive Holy Communion at services of other Christian 
bodies. We do not generally encourage this participation. 
There may be members of our Church who in ecuménical 
(Concluded at foot of page 133.) 
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ancing breaches by the Rity. 


RELATIONS WITH SCOTTISH 


CONVOCATION OF CANTERBURY 


The Report on Relations between the Church of England and 
the Church of Scotland came before the Convocation of Canterbury 
at the last group of sessions. 


PRESBYTERIAN BAPTISM 

In the early stages of the debate it-was pointed out that some 
of the doubts about Presbyterian Baptisms were founded on — 
misunderstandings. In Anglican theology sprinkling ’’ has 
normally been used in contradistinction from pouring, but it has 
not carried that negative meaning amongst Presbyterians. A 
Presbyterian authority was quoted as follows: 

“It is clear that the Church of Scotland holds that a flow of 
water is required in Holy Baptism—though as no word of Holy 
Scripture commands a ‘ flow " we would never presume to declare 
a Baptism invalid on that account. Further, as sprinkling is in 
many ways the New Testament counterpart to purging by the 
sprinkling with blood, done by hyssop, the matter scripturally 
must be left open—though we acknowledge that the traditional 
practice of the Church of Scotland has been to baptize by immersion 
right up to and after the Reformation, and then latterly to 
baptize by a flow of water “commonly called sprinkling ’. 

‘The Westminster Directory is the only authoritative docu- 
ment forthe worship and ‘practice of the Church of Scotkind.” 
Other manuals which are used are interpreted in conformity with 


it and denied when they are inconsistent with it. 


As to the possibility of an unbaptized person entering the 
ministry of the Church of Scotland, the same source was quoted to 
the effect that no man may go forward to the ministry, or to the 


Concluded from page 132. 
settings and in accordance with their own individual con- 
sciences will receive Holy Communion in: non-Episcopal 
services. They must-realize that under the circumstances 
they are_acting upon their own responsibility and are not 
committing their Church. 

The Bishops’ declaration has, of course, no synodical force. . It 
follows the pattern of the Lambeth Conferences of 1920 and 1930 
in announcing fields within which the bishops have agreed to 
disregard the law of the Church which they are sworn to enforce. 
And naturally, if the bishops have decided that they themselves 
are entitléd to break the law, they can hardly escape counten- 
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theological college, in the Church of Scétland unless he is a 
baptized and communicant_member of the Kirk—of that he must 
have a certificate from his own minister, as well as from the 
Presbytery concerned. A Committee of the General Assembly 
interviews all candidates before they are accepted and scrutinizes 
their Kirk membership including their baptism and communicant 
status. On entering college there is a further private and persona! 
examination by the Principal. Further he must have certificates 
of his membership of the Church (Baptism and Communion) for 
licensing and ordination after he has completed his training and 
after his probation. If there are any cases of laxness, it would 
seem clear that they violate the rules of the Kirk and are in 
defiance-of its care in regard to Baptism. 


OBSERVERS OR OFFICIAL REPRESENTATIVES 


The motion welcoming the Report was altered to the more 
customary form commending it to the sympathetic and careful 
attention of the Church. 

The mover of a further amendment in the Lower House, re- 
gretting that the Episcopal Church in Scotland and the Presby- 
terian Church of England were not officially represented at the 
conversations, sought to withdraw it, but permission to do this 
was refused as a few people wanted to vote for it: but the over- 
whelming majority were content that the same point should be 
tnade constructively by altering the motion concerning future 
conversations so as to ensure that next time the Episcopal Church 
in Scotland and the Presbyterian Church of England were not 
represented by mere observers but by official participation in the 
- conversations. The Dean of Westminster, who was in charge of 
the motions as they had been sent down by the Upper House, 
accepted this point in principle, and he and the proposer of the 
original amendment to this effect were appointed as a sub-com- 
mittee to draw up an amendment on these lines which was then 


accepted unanimously by the Lower House and subsequently was 


accepted also by the Upper House. 


INTERCHANGE OF PREACHERS 


The Lower House passed by a majority the following resolution: 
‘“ that in as much as Ministers of the Chureh of England who are 
invited to preach in churches of the Church of Scotland are, as 
members of the Anglican Communion, subject when in Scotland to 
the rules and discipline of the Church of the Province, they must 
receive the consent of the appropriate diocesan Bishop of the 
Episcopal Church in Scotland before accepting such an invita- 
tion ’’. The Upper House accepted the purport of this amendment 
but criticized its wording and consequently revised their own 
resolution to make it clear that-the consent of the Bishop must 
_ be obtained. The Lower House accepted this without dissent. 
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So far as the particular point at issue was concerned this was a 
wholly satisfactory conclusion. 
The report of the debate in the Upper House is not yet avail- 


able, but it appears that the reason of their rejection of-the= 


wording of the resolution in the Lower House was that an Angli- 
can priest visiting another Province is not legally subject to the 
canons of that Province. In ordinary circumstances this is not 
a point of great substance as the provincial authorities have a. 
very effective sanction that they can apply against him if he 
violates what is laid down in their canons—permission to officiate 
in the churches of the Province can simply be withdrawn from 
the offender. 

This does not, however, cover the case of the *‘ extra-mural ”’ 
activities of a visiting Anglican. Unless (as there is now in the 
case of Church of England clergy preaching in Church of Scotland 


 pulpits) there is some specific decision by his own Province, it 


appears that a visiting Anglican’s obedience to the rules of the 
Province he is staying in depends wholly on his own good sense 
in accepting normal ecclesiastical custom. Unfortunately this 
good sense is sometimes lacking. It is not merely a question of 
the interchange of preachers; instances are known of priests 
conducting, presumably in private houses, “ marriages” of 
divorced people in the territory of Provinces whose canons — 
specifically prohibit this. 
It seems that the rejection by the Upper House of the wording 

by the Lower House, while it did not affect the point immediately 
under disénssion, has laid bare a de in the present situation” 


- which needs to be further examined. a be that a fresh canon 


is needed, not only in the Provinces of Canterbury and York, but 
in other Provinces of the Anglican Communion, which will require 
their clergy to behave properly when they are in the territory of 
another Province. 

With regard to Scottish: Presbyterians preaching jin English 
pulpits the amendment was passed in the Lower House, and 
accepted by the Upper, which made the resolution read as 
follows: ‘ that duly accredited Ministers of the Church of Scot- 
land may be permitted by a Bishop to preach in an Anglican 
church at services other than the Holy Communion, when, in the 
Bishop's judgment, the giving of such permission -would set 
forward the ideal of Christian union which was generally approved 
at the Lambeth Conferences of 1920 and 1930. Such permission 
should be exceptional, ‘and without prejudice to the normal 
maintenance of the recognized rules of Church Order.”’ 

The additional words of the original amendment, “ Before . 
giving such permission, the Bishop should first be satisfied by 
inquiry that his proposed action will be acceptable alike to the _ 


~ clergy and the laity in the parish er parishes: concerned "’, were not 


passed. A proposal to add the words, “ in accordance with the 
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resolutions of Convocation in 14643 ’, Was also lost by a very small 
majarity. Lest it. should be thought that these defeats were very 
terrible, it should be pointed Out that a Bishop eannot force any 
preacher-ona-uniwilling incumbent, and that the objection to the 
words quoted from the 1443 resolutions was that they were, 
therefore, unnecessary, 


INTERCOMMUNION 


The resolution, that a baptized commumicant of the 
Church of Scotland, when cut off from convenient access to the 
ministrations of his own Church, or in other special personal 
eireumstaneces, may be admitted to Holy Communion in the 
Church of England, subject to the consent of the Bishop of the 
Diocese. ‘But if sucha person becomes a habitual commiunicint 
over a long period the chimes of the Church of England to. tull 
conformity with its requirements should be pressed) upon his 
conscience was d unchanwed. fhe amendment to leave’ 
out “oor inuspecial personal circumstances was lost, though the 
‘special circumstances ’ quoted in the debate were all such as 
were in fact covered by “ cut off from corivenient access’, and 
one mstanee quoted of giving communion articulo mortis 
When the Bishop's consent could not hiave been obtained. General 
permission tor Presbyterian husbands to communicate with Angh- 
can wives was clearly not the sert of “special circumstances ”’ 
that speakers had in mind. It is, however, unfortunate that these 
vague words were passed, as it-appears that im the wader, 
thatthe awwerds hase been interpreted in the Church 
of Seotlaid. There is, therefore, grave danger of 
Ing on the pom. = 

The whole tone of the debate was set by a remarkable speech 
by the Dean of Chichester at the beginning, which criticized the 
humanistic non-theological approach to questions of reunion. The 
mover of the subsequent amendments made it clear that his prime 
objective was to clear the Way for future conversations on a sound 
and frank theological basis. There was an almost complete lack 
of party spirlt throughout the debate. The considerable improve- 
ments achieved on the ortginal motions were carried with general, 
MichakL Bruce, 


~Communications for the-Editer Annual Subscriptions to 
Faith and Unity, which may commence at anv time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings avear), shonld be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent, England. 
Recempts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
next.issue after the sirbscription has been received. 


Printed in Great Britain at the Church Army Press, Cowley, Oxford 


«* bd 
= 
» 
= 


